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Sir: 



In the March 13, 2001 Office Action, the Examiner has indicated that all claims have 
been allowed. Surrender of the original patent has been required by the Examiner. The 
original patent is being submitted herewith. 

Applicant's undersigned attorney wishes to thank Examiner Wong for the courtesies 
extended him during a telephone interview on April 1 2, 2001 . During the interview, certain 
language in the Statement of Reasons for Allowance was clarified by the Examiner. 
Specifically, on page 3, on line 13, there is reference to the alarm system as typically 
having "numerous wires instead of one". The Examiner clarified that what was referenced 
was that a phone would typically have only one cord associated with it whereas an alarm 
( system might have numerous sensors separately wired from the alarm system to secure 
separate items. 

In the next sentence, the Examiner talks about the alarm system as having to be 
"substantially more durable". The Examiner explained that durability was discussed in the 
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context of the disclosure in U.S. Patent No. 5,124,685 (Rankin). More specifically, in 
column 1, beginning at line 54 of Rankin, the possibility of electrical shock is discussed. 
The Examiner indicated that Rankin suggests the possibility of wire fraying in security 
system environments without the wire being eotjerwound and retracted. The Examiner 
indicated that this statement was made only to point out that one reading Rankin would 
likely assume that the likelihood of fraying is even greater in the event that the wire is 
retracted and wound.The Examiner indicated that it was not his intention with this language 
to indicate that the wire used in the claimed system must be more durable than telephone 
or any other wire. 

Since all other issues have been addressed, it is respectfully requested that a formal 
Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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